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Anthony Watkins, a California state prisoner, appeas pro se from the

district court’s summary judgment in his action alleging that prison officias

interfered with hisright to freely exercise his Muslim beliefs in violation of state
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law, the First and Fourteenth Amendments, and the Religious Land Use and
Institutionalized Persons Act (“RLUIPA”), 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-1(a)(1)-(2), by
failing to provide Halal meat as a part of hisregular diet. We have jurisdiction
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8 1291. Wereview de novo, San Jose Christian Coll. v.
City of Morgan Hill, 360 F.3d 1024, 1029 (9th Cir. 2004), and we affirm.

The district court properly granted summary judgment on Watkins' First
Amendment claim under the principles of Turner v. Safley, 482 U.S. 78, 89
(1987). First, defendants established that running asmplified food serviceis
rationally related to legitimate penol ogical interests. See Ward v. Walsh, 1 F.3d
873, 877 (9th Cir. 1993). Second, it is undisputed that meat itemsin Watkins
meals were replaced with a nutritional equivdent and, in the alternative, Watkins
was given the option of finding an outside religious organization to provide Halal
meat at ade minimis cost to the prison and at no cost to Watkins. See Turner, 482
U.S. at 90-91. Third, Watkins provided no evidence that he attempted to contact
an outside organization, and failed to contradict defendants’ assertion that the
expense of providing him with Halal meat would interfere with the prison’s goal
of running asimplified food service. Seeid. Finally, Watkins failed to identify

ready alternatives to the policy demonstrating that it is unreasonable. Seeid.



The district court properly held that defendants did not substantially burden
the free exercise of Watkins' religion in violation of RLUIPA because they gave
him two alternatives to eating non-Halal meat: to eat the nutritionally equivalent
meat substitute provided by the prison, or to find an outside reigious organi zation
to contract with the prison to provide Halal meat. See 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-1(a);
see also San Jose Christian Coll., 360 F.3d at 1034 (explaining that a substantial
burden on religious exercise must be oppressive to a significantly great extent and
must impose a great restriction or onus upon such exercise) (interna quotation
marks omitted).

The district court properly granted summary judgment on Watkins
Fourteenth Amendment equal protection claim because he falled to present
evidencethat prison officials intentiondly discriminated against him on the basis
of hisMuslim faith. See Freeman v. Arpaio, 125 F.3d 732, 737 (9th Cir. 1997).

The district court did not abuse its discretion in declining to exercise
supplemental jurisdiction over Watkins' state law claims. See 28 U.S.C.

§ 1367(c)(3); Ovev. Gwinn, 264 F.3d 817, 826 (9th Cir. 2001).

Watkins remaining contentions, including those asserted in his

supplemental brief received by this court on April 18, 2006, are unpersuasive.



Watkins' January 6, 2006, motion for appointment of counsel is denied
because this appeal does not present exceptional circumstances. See Terrell v.
Brewer, 935 F.2d 1015, 1017 (9th Cir. 1991).

AFFIRMED.



